
REMAR.KS 

This application has been carefully reviewed in light of the Office Action 
dated May 22, 2003 (Paper No. 6). Claims 1 to 18 are in the application, of which Claims 
1, 11, 17 and 18 are independent. Claims 1, 6 and 1 1 have been amended, and Claims 17 
and 18 have been added, herein. Reconsideration and further examination are respectfully 
requested. 

Initially, Applicant gratefully acknowledges the indication that Claims 9, 10, 
13 and 14 contain allowable subject matter, and would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form. In view of this, Applicant has added new Claims 17 and 18. Claim 17 
includes the limitations of Claims 1 and 9, and Claim 18 includes the limitations of Claims 
1 1 and 13. Accordingly, new Claims 17 and 18 are beUeved to be in condition for 
allowance. 

Claims 1 to 8, 1 1, 12, 15 and 16 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
over U.S. Patent 5,357,152 (Jennings) and U.S. Patent 6,112,019 (Chamdani). 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are respectfully requested for the reasons 
set forth below. 

The present invention generally concerns a computer processor comprising 
a plurality of processing units interconnected via a communication means. An important 
feature of the present invention is that the communication means interconnecting the 
plurality of processing units is dynamically configurable to selectively arrange the 
processing units in at least two distinct configurations. In a first configuration arranged by 
the dynamically-configurable communication means, the processing unit may have a larger 
number of the processing units arranged in parallel than in a second configuration also 
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arranged by the dynamically-configurabb comnjunication means, and the second 
configuration may have a deeper pipeline depth than the first configuration. 

By virtue of this arrangement, the processing units can be dynamically 
arranged to suit the nature of the processing, such that has the requirements of processing 
change, the configuration of the processing units can be adapted to suit the changing 
requirements. 

Turning to the specific language of the claims, Claim 1 defines a computer 
processor comprising a plurality of processing units interconnected by means of a 
communication means. The communicafion means is dynamically configurable based on a 
processing of a computer program to thereby selectively arrange the processing units in at 
least first and second distinct configurations, the first distinct configuration having a larger 
number of the processing units arranged in parallel than the second distinct configuration, 
and the second distinct configuration having a deeper pipeline depth than the first distinct 
configuration. 

The applied art, namely Jennings and Chamdani, are not seen to disclose or 
to suggest the above features, particularly with respect to a dynamically-configurable 
communication means configurable based on a processing of a computer program to 
selectively arrange the plurality of processing units in at least two distinct configurations. 

Jennings is seen to describe a system in which the logic network 
configuration is fixed with a fixed set of operations, and is controlled by two signals 
generated by a programiriable logic circuit. This is not seen to be the same as a 
dynamically-configurable communication means interconnecting a plurality of processing 



units, the dynamically-configurable conununication means configurable to selectively 
arrange the processing units into at least two distinct configurations. 

More particularly, Jennings is seen to describe a logic network configuration 
capable of performing a set of fixed fiinctions, and a programmable circuit, which provides 
a first signal that selects a desired logic function from the set of fixed functions that is to be 
performed by the logic network, and a second signal that controls the operation of the 
selected logic function so as to initiate, advance and terminate the selected function. As is 
described in Jennings, the first signal identifies an operation such as a counter operation, 
and the second signal initiates, advances and terminates the count operation. (Jennings, 
Abstract and col. 1, line 42 to col. 2, line 34.) As they are understood, the cited portions of 
Jennings, i.e., col. 5, lines 1 to 27 and col. 7, lines 36 to 40, are seen to describe that the 
programmable circuit can be programmed to control a fixed-configuration logic network to 
perform operations from the set of operations provided by the logic network, such that the 
programmable circuit is programmed to provide the first and second control signals to 
select from the set of fixed operations and to initiate the selected operation(s). This is not 
seen to be the same as dynamically configuring a communication means that interconnects 
a pluraHty of processing units to selectively arrange the plurality of processing units in at 
least two distinct configurations. In addition and as is conceded in the Office Action, at 
page 2, Jennings is not seen to disclose arranging a plurality of processing units in the 
claimed first and second configurations. 

Thus, Jennings is not seen to disclose or to suggest a communication means 
being dynamically configurable based on a processing of a computer program to selectively 
arrange the plurality of processing units in distinct configurations. 
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' Chamdani is not seen to remedy the deficiencies noted with respect to 
Jennings. More particularly, and while Chamdani describes pipelines of different sizes, 
Chamdani is not seen to disclose or to suggest an arrangement by which a communication 
means is configurable to interconnect a plurality of processing units so as to arrange the 
processing units in at least two distinct configurations. The cited portion of Chamdani, i.e., 
col. 32, lines 19 to 38, is seen to describe a fixed processor configuration, which is not seen 
to in any way provide for dynamic configuration of a communication means to selectively 
arrange processing units in different and distinct configurations. Nothing in the cited 
portion of Chamdani is seen to disclose or to suggest a communication means being 
dynamically configurable based on a processing of a computer program to selectively 
arrange the plurality of processing units in distinct configurations. 

Therefore, for at least the foregoing reasons, Claim 1 is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 

Claim 1 1 defines data processing method using a computer processor 
having a plurality of processing units interconnected by communication means comprising 
a step of dynamically configuring the communication means according to a processing of a 
computer program to thereby selectively arrange said processing units in a plurality of 
configurations having a different number of said processing units arranged in parallel and a 
different number of said processing units arranged in pipelined layers. 

Based on the above discussion, the apphed art, namely Jennings and 
Chamdani, is not seen to disclose or to suggest dynamically configuring a communication 
means to selectively arrange a plurality of processing units in a plurality of configurations 
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having a different number of the processing units arranged in parallel and a different 
number of the processing units arranged in pipelined layers. 

Therefore, for at least the foregoing reasons, Claim 1 1 is believed to be in 
condition for allowance. 

The remaining claims are each dependent from the independent claims 
discussed above and are therefore believed patentable for the same reasons. Because each 
dependent claim is also deemed to define an additional aspect of the invention, however, 
the individual consideration of each on its own merits is respectfully requested. 

Li view of the foregoing, the entire appUcation is beheved to be in condition 
for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested at the Examiner's earliest 
convenience. 

Applicant's undersigned attorney may be reached in our Costa Mesa, 
California office at (714) 540-8700. All correspondence should continue to be directed to 
our below-listed address. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Attorney for Applicant—^ 
Registration No. -^9/000 

FITZPATRICK, CELLA, HARPER & SCINTO 
30 Rockefeller Plaza 
New York, New York 1 0 1 1 2-2200 
Facsimile: (212)218-2200 
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